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DETAILED ACTION 
DETAILED ACTION 



Election/ Restrictions 

1. Restriction to one of the following inventions is required under 35 U.S.C. 121: 

I. Claims 1-13, drawn to a sleeve bearing, classified in class 384, subclass 
97. 

II. Claim 14, drawn to a method of using a sleeve bearing, classified in class 
29, subclass 893. 

The inventions are distinct, each from the other because of the following reasons: 

2. Inventions I and II are related as product and process of use. The inventions 
can be shown to be distinct if either or both of the following can be shown: (1) the 
process for using the product as claimed can be practiced with another materially 
different product or (2) the product as claimed can be used in a materially different 
process of using that product. See MPEP § 806.05(h). In the instant case the product 
does not need to be mounted in a submersible pump. 

3. Because these inventions are independent or distinct for the reasons given above 
and have acquired a separate status in the art in view of their different classification, 
restriction for examination purposes as indicated is proper. 

4. During a telephone conversation with Anna Vishev on February 23, 2006 a 
provisional election was made without traverse to prosecute the invention of a sleeve 
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bearing (invention I), claims 1-13. Affirmation of this election must be made by 
applicant in replying to this Office action. Claim 14 is withdrawn from further 
consideration by the examiner, 37 CFR 1.142(b), as being drawn to a non-elected 
invention. 

5. Applicant is reminded that upon the cancellation of claims to a non-elected 
invention, the inventorship must be amended in compliance with 37 CFR 1.48(b) if one 
or more of the currently named inventors is no longer an inventor of at least one claim 
remaining in the application. Any amendment of inventorship must be accompanied by 
a request under 37 CFR 1.48(b) and by the fee required under 37 CFR 1.17(i). 

Double Patenting 

6. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting rejection is appropriate where the conflicting claims 
are not identical, but at least one examined application claim is not patentably distinct 
from the reference claim(s) because the examined application claim is either anticipated 
by, or would have been obvious over, the reference claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 
F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re Goodman, 11 F.3d 1046, 29 
USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Long/, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 
1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 
F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 
644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) or 1.321(d) 
may be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory 
double patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown 
to be commonly owned with this application, or claims an invention made as a result of 
activities undertaken within the scope of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 
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7. Claims 1, 4-10 are provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 1-38 of copending 
Application No. 10/377,851 (US 2004/0013333). Although the conflicting claims are not 
identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other because there is no structural 
or material difference between the bearings. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the 
conflicting claims have not in fact been patented. 

8. Claim 12 is provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness- 
type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 24 of copending Application No. 
10/377,851 in view of Sakatani (US Patent 6,172,847). Application 10/377,851 
discloses a shaft but does not explicitly define a material. 

Sakatani discloses a stainless steel shaft (1) in a sleeve bearing to provide 
starting and stopping durability (col 6, lines 23-25) and it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to make the shaft 
from stainless steel, which is inherently rust resistant. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection. 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC§112 

9. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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10. Claims 1-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 recites the limitation "RBC or CRBC" which is indefinite because it is 
unclear which composition is being claimed. 

Claim 12 recites the limitation "rust-resistant steel series metal" is unclear 
because it is not known what a steel series metal is. Perhaps -rust resistant steel- 
would better define the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 103 

11. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented 
and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

12. Claims 1 and 3-10, and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sakatani (US Patent 6,172,847) in view of Hokkirigawa et al (US 
Patent 6,395,677). 

Sakatani discloses a sleeve bearing comprising a shaft (1) and a sleeve (6) but 
does not disclose a portion of the sleeve or the shaft being made of a synthetic resin 
composition obtained by uniformly blending a powder of RBC or CRBC with fibers and a 
resin. 
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Hokkirigawa discloses a synthetic resin composition obtained by uniformly 
blending a rice bran powder that undergoes a carbonizing process (RBC) with a resin 
(Abstract) for the purposes of better hot oil resistance, retaining oil and grease for a 
long period of time, providing a long service life, and utilization of biomass resources 
(Col 1, lines 58-64) and discloses the use of fiber reinforced resins in bearings is known 
within the art (Col 1, lines 20-27). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the bearing of Sakatani and incorporate the synthetic 
resin composition of Hokkirigawa for the purposes of providing a bearing with better 
hot oil resistance, retaining oil and grease for a long period of time, providing a long 
service life, and utilization of biomass resources. 

Regarding claim 3, Sakatani discloses a spiral groove formed on the external face 
of the shaft (fig 3, generally surface 41). 

Regarding claim 4, Hokkirigawa discloses the ratio of powder by weight of RBC 
to resin as 50-90:50-10 (col 2, line 51) which is within the claimed range of 10-70:90- 
30. 

Regarding claim 5, Hokkirigawa specifically discloses both phthalate resins and 
polyimide resins as useable resins and further states that any thermosetting resin may 
be used (col 2, lines 37-43), as well as Nylon 66 being known as a useable material in 
bearings (Col 1, line 20). 
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Regarding claim 6 and 7, Hokkirigawa discloses the particle diameter of the 
powder of RBC to be less than 300 urn, and more specifically within the range of 50- 
250 urn (Col 3, lines 44-47). 

Regarding claim 8, all fibers are either organic or inorganic. 

Regarding claim 9 and 10, Hokkirigawa discloses use of glass fibers in bearings 
as being known in the art (Col 1, line 20) 

Regarding claim 12, Sakatani discloses the shaft being made of stainless steel 
(Col 8, line 24), which is a rust resistant steel series metal. 

13. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sakatani 
and Hokkirigawa as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Mori et al (US 
Patent 5,697,709). 

Sakatani and Hokkirigawa disclose all of the claimed subject matter as described 
above but do not disclose spiral grooves on the inner face of the sleeve. 

Mori teaches a sleeve bearing with grooves in the inner surface of the sleeve for 
generating dynamic pressure (claim 7). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the bearing of Sakatani and Hokkirigawa and add spiral 
grooves to the inner face of the sleeve, the motivation would have been to generate 
dynamic pressure in the bearing gap. 
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14. Claim 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sakatani 
and Hokkirigawa as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Jinno et al (US 
Patent 4,737,539). 

Sakatani and Hokkirigawa disclose all the claimed subject matter as described 
above. Sakatani and Hokkirigawa do not disclose a fiber content by weight to be 1-30% 
of the entire synthetic resin composition. 

Jinno teaches a resin material for bearings with a fiber content by weight of .05- 
25% of the synthetic resin composition for the purposes of permitting adequate 
improvement in the sliding characteristics of the material and preventing difficulty in 
blending the fibers into the resin (Col 6, lines 37-42). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Sakatani and Hokkirigawa and use a 
fiber content between 1 and 30% by weight of the entire synthetic resin composition, 
the motivation being permitting adequate improvement in the sliding characteristics of 
the material and preventing difficulty in blending the fibers into the resin. 

15. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sakatani 
and Hokkirigawa as applied to claiml above, and further in view of Hokkirigawa et al 
(US 2002/0114548, herein referred to as -Hokkirigawa x 4548- to distinguish between 
the references). 

Sakatani and Hokkirigawa disclose all of the claimed subject matter as described 
above but do not disclose a shaft being made of the synthetic resin composition. 
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Hokkirigawa M548 teaches use of a synthetic resin composition in a sleeve 
bearing shaft with a composition by mass of powder to resin to be 50-90:50-10 and 
that so long as one component of either the sleeve or shaft is made of an RBC resin 
composition and the other of the sleeve or shaft is made from a rust resistant metal, 
the bearing will function the same (paragraph 0009). Therefore it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to make the shaft out of a synthetic resin 
composition having a ratio of RBC to resin of 30-90:70-10 for the purposes of providing 
a bearing with better hot oil resistance, retaining oil and grease for a long period of 
time, providing a long service life, and utilization of biomass resources. 

Conclusion 

16. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Justin Krause whose telephone number is 571-272- 
3012. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 7:30-5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Ridley can be reached on 571-272-6917. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




RICHARD RIDLEY 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



